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The problem ender investigation is the testing of 
the value of the student teacher-cooperating teacher relatiorsMp in 
proeoting student teacher behavioral gains and the values of careful 
selection of cooperating teachers, the procedure used for the sorting 
oi the vajor independent variable- — cooperating teacher 
effectiveness— Was to interview the student teacher at the beginning, 
Middle, and end of his student teaching experience. The sanple 
consisted of 50 student teachers fros the University of Utah, with 
cooperating teachers fros the Salt Lake City setropolitan area. 
Statistical analysis consisted of one-way analysis of variance* a 
* testh, several factor analyses, and a correlation analysis. The 
data did not provide sufficient evidence to conclude that careful 
selection of cooperating teacher# definitely pays dividend*. 
Considering the severe iiaitatioas of the sanple, the dissonant 
■**??*• o£ th * liter at are* and the aethodology used in this study, 

.!•. pttftrably coa^octad nitk ran don 

to grosp* ccabiaod »itb ptt- aad post-testing* (abb) 
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broad and In depth criticism cf teacher education programs, 
V*V'' there is one component which has escaped severe stricture. : Knowledgeable 
ipX&PP persons and agencies regard this component, the student teaching or intern 
i'PiPpKp. experience, «s the moat vital aspect of the teacher's preparation. The 
: assertion comes from educators and from academicians as well. (9) Even 
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Some Relationships Between Student Teachers 1 
Perceptions of Cooperating Teachers and 
. Changes in Student Teachers , >y; 



Janes Con ant, who has left little in teacher education unscathed, credits 



student teaching as the n one indisputable essential element ia professional 

A \-?-V education. 11 (4) V • 'V ;;- ' / V. A 1 / /v/. ‘ ' • ; 

• Although empirical support of the importance of student teaching has 

-!i * •! ~ ’ n n * * a..*- a« 4 <*« 
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' lagged behind the claims, there i© some "soft’* evidence, Questionnaii 
research hes ahovm that teacher education graduates view student teaching 
» the best single factor in their preparation to teach, (14) Cooperating 
teacher* have listed as their nuober one recommendation for teacher education 
*?${ ' P*6griflye j . "isore time in student teaching. M (16 *11 2) Brim, (2) reporting on 

of changing attitudes toward children, disclosed that 



graduates cited laboratory experiences as 



- - 

c#n °p tiBi,e p ° su * e . . 

Mwpiprs sad attitudes? . Previous research has 
~1«T-r — — -- 4 ~t teacher, moreso than the univer- 

f- ji«art|r'4 Ibo .fteA tbs greatest iaflueace on the student 

' In iLi. Mtiu, aa^ extant of the influence ’ t - : ' 
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that this person may exert through development of a close working reletion- 

r t ship with the student teacher. The 1963 A ssociation for Student Teaching 

r : Yearbook articulated the presumed importance of the rapport: ' 

The attitudes this teacher (the cooperating teacher) holds, 
the kind of receptivity he creates, the feoling he has about 
o; ’;^v sharing and cooperating with this beginner wil 1 all go into ( 

V' r establishing a climate for the student teacher . . . thus, 

positively or negatively, the supervising teacher establishes 
an atmosphere for the student teadier. \ r ^ . 

Sorenson and Halpert(13) in a study of discomfort of student teachers 

,k during their assignment, sirullary concluded that Whether the apprehension 



which most prospective teachers experience in the early stages of practice 



■ . v teach inft is a ui ck 






teaching is quickly overcome or whether it persists will be determined 



in part by the relationship between candidate and supervising (cooperating) 

*-•' - * -♦ - •• ■ • • •• - 
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-~r* f This finding is consistent with that of Curtis and Andrews,^) who 

^ v *;~ ' ■- ' : "'- 

stated that when a team relationship between cooperating teacher and student 

-f • • * •••Y V‘ r ' - ' '?"• 1 » ‘ ‘ />.»;.► .V-" ' •• ' f. V. < ! V -•.? ' .v . ' -■ ' • '' .* - 

^ eac h €t is carefully promoted, the distance betveeu them will lessen 

and emotional tensions will evaporate. Goodlad^ 7 ) cuianarized that 
*¥- -^ ; s consensus of • opinion does exist on the extent to which the cooperating 

molds the attitudes and methods of the stuaent teacher. 
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/■XjX:_ \.'ji held by the classroom teacher with whom they worked. They have also cited 
•••:' i: X- : -r ’ Stoller/ 10 ^ who concluded that neither the method of supervision nor the 

particular supervisor has as differential tn Impact on the student teacher 
as does the combination of cooperating teacher and cooperating class. 
Similarly, Lipscomb. UO) explicitly stated that the superior cooperating 
teachers show significantly greater influence on student teachers' attitudes 
than do below average cooperating teachers. 






Hence, in reviewing the available research and commentaries, one 






is left with the distinct impression thft: (1) student teaching is vital; 

(2) classroom cooperating te_chars are the persons most likely to change 
student teacher behaviors, presuming that they can establish a close 
working relationship with the student teacher; and* (3) for that reason, o 

;pl ^ " i f-‘ 7 *v'.; •* :■ l ' *-'■ * ; ' ; . ■■ 

suitable models should serve as < 

v • ••• V >v bV : ' 

pWf5.fi'? investigation in this paper is t\ 
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cooperating teachers. The problem under 
the testing of the value of the student 




teachers. 

necessary that these two — development 
cooperating teacher— go hand and hand. That 

use, in fact, may 
suitable model, 
need to identify 
Who ar* both agitable mod* Is and vho can establish close 
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cloaa working relationship. , it would 
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•V \ that is affected- But in selecting suitable models the issue is more 
y* . confusing. “• ‘ ; ^'CvV'* '• V A ^ 'A ' V K?' ' J K) { >';* < ' 

The problem becomes defining suitable models and selecting them. 
Whether one cheoses to accept the "most able 1 ' term of Brink and Curtis 
and Andrews or Lipscomb's "superior cooperating teacher," the issues 
:p remains. What is a suitable model? To be sure, researchers have composed 
lengthly lists of traits of "good teachers" but there remains a near 






• total lack of consensus among educators B3 to the validity of any list. 



| - s * Acuity and supervisors of teacher education programs would probably 






assume that they are the best judges and a Director of Student Teaching 



would probably begin with their opinions. It is true that these individuals 






. probably have the broadest view of available cooperating teachers. At 

\ \ *’’’ 7* ’’ V V ' 

individual teachers is 



****** :ioe the depth of their knowledge about ind 
moat likely superficial. \ v/ Ay/. r ;,A^/y A 



There are an least tvo additional problems that arise if cooperating 



pf V' •' toa'che is are to be selected in this manner. First) university faculty 
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= Ste external judgea; that la, they can only thin k they know who 
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■.OOOtoxt ’ on Which to baiesuch Judgment.? Who else nas ooservea 
toocher* to any extentt (inc' f.rosi a politics! point of view, 



of^c o cyymlat teachers My he difficult et best.) 
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it IWOlooifuily axgasd that sxtsrnal judges ‘ 
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Sard* 'Anihr^- tho pnbleaM .involved 'in synthesising 
l^'.v ft t A d sO t tee char ’ and supervisor ratings ' 
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r- teacher - cooperating teacher rapport correlated at .18. Hence, since a single 
judge appeared to be the feasible approach and since the efficacy of 
student teacher judgments in identifying close working relationships 
l: appeared obvious, external observers were not used. 

■■’j:' The additional reasons for selecting student te ichers rather than 
external persons have to do with perceptions. Student teachers are the 
persons affected by the cooperating teachers and it is their perc eption 
of whether or not a cooperating teacher is effective that is going to 
'.J . ; bear upon the student teacher's behi *or and attitudes. It matters little 
what others think of the cooperating teacher; the student teacher is the 



■':A* 



concerned individual. It is his perceptions of a cooperating teacher t\ 
him, regardless of the good intentions of the cooperating 

the Importance of perceptions comes 



teacher. The theoretical basis of t 

directly from the related area 

• ■ : • ‘-■■■••A ’ ; **'* > ’ -* - 

; summarizes the research thu#ly:^ J ^‘50 



of educational supervision. Griffiths 



It la not open to debate ... This perceptual difference 
the fundamental caiis e of human relations problems. Reality 
to. vs whet we perceive it to be end we will base our • v * 
actions '■>. ; v * : ;> : ;M^What we perceive to be the case. 




bn forced to meke Judgments on the basis of 
T* «KM for fck. sotting on th. major independent 




|i| ■ mM&W M pi §f i £££ 

•Ap/p '; student teaching at the beginning, in the middle, and at the end of his 

student teaching experience. This procedure usually established consistent 
.V y: \..y ratings but in a few cases where student perceptions changed over time en 
* ve ?F a S e r ®ii n 8 was taken. This involved no more then three or four of 
the fifty subjeers, •pp ; ■ ?;’• • / 

pp , V : '•■'/.Vv. specific questions asked in the interview were: "indicate on a 

Ap.-V- 8cale of one to nine hen/ you would rate your cooperating teacher IN 

COMPARISON TO WHAT YOU KNOW OR ASSUME TO BE THE RELATIONSHIP OF OTHER 
STUDENT' TEACHERS WITH THEIR COOPERATING TEACHERS." 

Th er f are several conclusions which can be made about the criteria 
u P oa which student teachers made their ratings. The data for these 
^ r ^1 i * A t i °ns comes from an interview at the end of the quarter in 
which the student teachers were asked to comment at length about their 
cooperating teachers. High group, cooperating teachers were characteristi- 

V *• •• • .• M . ■■ 

fe^pfe^\' :: rV>' c *lly described as warm and friendly individuals. They were typically 

** p vp; , 

their students and demonstrated an interest both in them and 




frtudeht teacher. They migut or might not have allowed the student 

• ;/ ‘ r,p ; 

vP tocher ^total freedom in choosing vh at and how to teach, nor was there any 
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more 

student teacher’s 

taachar. 
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\ author! t arian . But the clear behavior partem as perceived by the studenc 
P : : ;yp . teachers was that they were not well-liked by their students, did not 

like teacning, did nut like their students, and most important, they were 
pKp'p '. V not interested in their student teachers* They lacked human warmth and 
concern. ' ’ $:) i V ^ v/Vi v ' / i * •: : 

5 ->: - ^ £ r * V" v .* ^ "V ‘.-VL Sorting in this manner would appear, however, to lead to a major 
difficulty through a biasing of the data. One would suspect that the 
V' opinions of student teachers toward cooperating teachers would in some 






way reflect the capabilities and performances of the student teachers 
themselves, Specifically, one would expect that a student teacher might 









assess a cooperating teacher as "unsuitable" if they had had an unpleasant 



experience during the quarter, but an experience that might well be due 



■ ^ : - 
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to their ow.i ineptitude than to any fault of the cooperating teacher. 
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There was some 



evidence that such a biasing did not occur. 



|£H Population aid Methodology 
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assigned (assign- 
of course, 



seooodaty applicant, to winter quarter, 1969, student 

r •* ■ * jw.. ^ ■; 
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i>t the ifnlTeret fr of Utah. Cooperating teach ere vere dram from 
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8 ait Lake City Metropolitan Area, 
teachers divided raturally and 



which vere labeled for eaee of Identif ration: 
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it Maebtn jo ptipid a rating of either eight or nine 



: *h*At •" 



teachers; middle— thoee student :: 
u ~‘ * - jfcl; 'gjagd i ore sswsn on the scale; and, 






titelr cooperating teachers below seven. 
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Although the attempt was to force discriminations, (the instructions 



asked on the student teacher to rate his cooperating teacher on a compara- 
i-.0 tive basis), forty-five of the student teacher participants rated tl.air 



■ V;. ■ 



cooperating teachers above five and twenty-nine rated their cooperating 
teachers either eight or nine. The mean rating was 7.7. This implies 
a general satisfaction with the quality of cooperating teachers hut 
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probably reflects to a greater degree, satisfaction with the overall student 
teacher experience. • • ; 

,f ;v P Dependent variables considered were: t>3 Minnesota Teachers’ Attitude 

Inventory, Time Budget Analysis, Flander’s Technique of interaction 
Analysis, and post hoc ratings by cooperating teachers, university supervisors, 
and the student teachers themselves. . The rating sheets were factor 

interpretation. 



‘ 6na iy jg e ^ t0 reduce the number of variables for ease >f 
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Pr mentation of Data 'ft V-. * ' r 






^TK^v^y Pr mentation of Data 

Statistical enal>ai9 conflicted of both one way analysis of variance 

I* fe i •• -.-r '• * • ‘ • ' • • • i * ‘ ‘ ■ . • . 



the three groups and a few simple t tests contrasting the two 

' ■ ’’p; : - tJ ’ v 

groups. Tbara were clso several factor analyses and a correlation 

A-V;' " -• r ’•/ 

ja a ’* Assumptions for the AN0VA are independence within and between 

f-'/W.’-T ..i*-..- a’.'.- V i;,-. :• ’.si- • 



of average, and equal varlancaa . The same assumptions 
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!*ith tha ratio of variances <2tl. The t tests were y 
'si-*.*, which were conducted on s few dependent 



I^X.WtrKblas ip esses where tha pattern ?•! *ean scores appeared unusual. A 
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W oe aatrlx waa also da .wloped for all varlablea. 
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w. and standard davlationa for the three 
^elatlooahAp between student teacher 

' Mir TpU chiata to attitude . Obterved 
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* inverse relationship to tha perceived "quality" of the cooperating teacher. ' 

L. 4 *.+-( 4*V< a SitAfian f 4 tVi o Htarat-nro 



^■3o'v^:'-V '/ Ihia would appear to be iq conflict with. tit* suggestions of the literature :-^y;; v 

mrn§§ 

' tffr't'ii;- 1 -- which argued for selection of. only the 'best"©copperating teachers. Although 
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**»» F. value is slightly bellow the rejection region (see Table 2), the t 

two tailed 



tno f, value it •xigntxy oeicw cne rejection region va«© iiioie d 
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'Value# of 2.00 suggests rejection of the null hypothesis for a t 
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{'- ! &:&W IBAI' ©ta and post teat swans are not significantly different as is shown 

, ;: W ‘V 1 - ■- '■/ v^y; 

■" in Table!. This observation indicate* that ratings of cooperating tecchers 

$M £?£< ;• ^ - : -f 5 •» 1 •<«?• •>••-••. - s; ::<y ■:-• , . . 

g'iSj*' not necessarily related to student teacher KTAI scores and that at least 






lat is nti #«^.gie#.ewe'thM:'th* sanpla is not biased after all. 
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?ne**t table 2 approximately here 
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analysie revealed that those assessed as the better 










their. student teachers than did 



Teble-2).. -By the end of the quarter, 
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a value Which was not significantly 
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TIME BUDGET ANALYSIS TRIAL 3 
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1 Assessment of Student Teacher 

2 Chang* In Student Teacher 

1 V. Initiation of Experience and Desire 
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: means and’ standard deviation for the .<•'&: 
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— -— *■ ‘-•* *•»— student teacher with his 
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T influence where student teacher behavior followed the theory of the lit- 
erature review. That Is, etud'-vt teachers in the "low" group exhibited 
less Indirect Influence than student teachers In the "high" group. 



Insert Table 4 approximately hero 






V ; r *• 

SV/d' 



At the end of the quarter, a rating scheme was administered to 



cooperating teachers » student teachers > end university supervisors* The 
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^twetati, of about fifteen items each* were factor analyzed in order to 
^ redueo U»e nu^er of variables for meaningful interpretation . Factor 
^^|^l lo*<Wng» were un.uaually high, being. In the range of .88 to .98. Table 2 
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the date relating to these 
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v V> k In summary, KTAI findings favored students who gave their cooperating 

teachers low ratings while interaction analysis findings favored the high 
8 rou P« The remainder of the instruments favored neither group in any 
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The fact that the data generally fit no set pattern implies a basis 
^ or challenging the major hypothesis of the literature. Certainly there 






is not sufficient evidence to conclude that careful selection of 
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by the late Welter Cook aad his associates at the University of 
Minnesota* 6 ) demonstrated that it is common for student teacher attitudes 
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in HTAI scores* Note that the student teachers who assessed their cooper- 
ations teachers in the bottom group had the greatest positive attitude 
change* Also remember from the time budget analysis that these individuals 
spent the least amount of time with their cooperating teachers. Data 
from the final interview were consistent, with the clearest and most unmis- 
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the behaviors of their cooperating teachers, became more friendly and warm 
In their dealings with students. On the other hard, if we examine the data 
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cooperating teachers got along well with thel 

S ^effective teachers. As such, these cooperating teachers were able to 
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v.ttst "although teaching is enjoyable there are many, many irritating problems 
ii^^yJ^.about achool and children.” The Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory, time 
^^M'V.Wdfet analynle, and the interview data give this distinct impression. 
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^l~ y ■ student teachers, and university supervisors at the end of the quarter, 



provide little information of a directional nature concerning the major 
question of this study. However, the fact that neither cooperating 
teachers nor university supervisors were able to identify superior 
performances by student teachers in any particular group implies that 
K||\ ;^^ : yvS. ul selection neither aids nor detracts from the performances of 

student teachers; at least t v ese individuals were not able to identify 
> / 8 urer ior behavior changes on the part of student teachers in any group. 
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